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STATE OF WISCONSIN 
B!k+ORE THE MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
------____~________________--__~~~~~--~~~~--~---~~~~~-~~~~~-------------- 
IN THE MATTER OF DISCIPLINARY 
PROCEEDINGS AGAINST FINAL DECISION 

AND ORDER 
WILLIAM J. ALT, M.D., LS9210221MED 

RESPONDENT. : 
_____-_____1_-_1_1---___1___------__-I-----I--------------------- 

The State of Wisconsin, Medical Examining Board, having considered the 
above-captioned matter and having reviewed the record and the Proposed 
Decision of the Administrative Law Judge, makes the following: 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby ordered that the Proposed Decision annexed 
hereto, filed by the Administrative Law Judge, shall be and hereby is made and 
ordered the Final Decision of the State of Wisconsin, Medical Examining Board. 

The Division of Enforcement and Administrative Law Judge are hereby 
directed to file their affidavits of costs, and mail a copy thereof t0 
respondent or his or her representative, within 15 days of this decision. 

Respondent or his or her representative shall mail any objections to the 
affidavit of costs filed pursuant to the foregoing paragraph within 30 days of 
this decision, and mail a copy thereof to the Division of Enforcement and 
Administrative Law Judge. 

The rights of a party aggrieved by this Decision to petition the 
department for rehearing and the petition for judicial review are set forth on 
the attached "Notice of Appeal Info 

Dated this= day of ,&yl , 1994. 
/ 





ST ATE OF WISCONSIN 
BEFORE THE MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 

IN THE MA-ITER OF DISCIPLINARY 
PROCEEDINGS AGAINST 

WILLIAM J. ALT, M.D., 
RESI’ONDENT. 

: 
PROPOSED DECISION 

(Case No. LS9210221MED) 

The parties to this proceeding for the purposes of sec. 227.53, Stats., are: 

Wllliam J. Ah, M.D. 
F.P.C. 
P.O. Box 6000 
Ashland, KY 41105-6000 

State of Wisconsin 
Medical Examining Board 
1400 East Washington Avenue 
P.O. Box 893.5 
Madison, WI 53708 

State of Wiiconsin 
Department of Regulation and Licensing 
Division of Enforcement 
1400 East Washington Avenue 
P.O. Box 8935 
Madison, WI 53708 

A hearing in this matter was conducted on March 10, 1993. The Division of 
Enforcement appeared by Attorney Arthur Thexton. The respondent, William J. Ah, 
M.D., appeared by Attorneys Alan Rogalski and Gilbert Frimet, FRIMET & 
MICHALSEN, P.C., 2000 Town Center, Suite 600, Southfield, Michigan 48075-1108. The 
hearing was left open for the filing of supplemental documents after the receipt of the 
transcript. The transcript was received on March 13, 1?93, and supplemental 
documents were received by June 24, 1993. 

Based upon the entire record in this matter, the administrative law judge recommends 
that the Medical Examining Board adopt as its final decision in the matter the following 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order. 



FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Respondent, William J. Ah, M.D., is licensed as a physician and surgeon in the 
state of Wisconsin with license number 12027. Respondent’s mailing address is F.P.C., 
P.O. Box 6000, Ashland, Kentucky 41105-6000. 

2. On June 19, 1991, the Michigan Board of Medicine took disciplinary action 
against respondent’s license to practice medicine and surgery in the state of Michigan. 
Such action was taken pursuant to a “Consent Order and Stipulation”. The Michigan 
Board of Medicine ordered that respondent be placed upon probation for a period of 
one (1) year, obtain 150 hours of continuing medical education over a three (3) year 
period, and pay a fine in the amount of $l,OOO.OO. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The State of Wisconsin, Medical Examining Board has jurisdiction in this matter 
under sec. 448.02(3), Stats. 

2. In having had his license to practice medicine and surgery subjected to 
discipline by the state of Michigan Board of Medicine, respondent has violated sec. 
Med lO.O2(2lfq), Wis. Adm. Code. 

ORDER 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the respondent, William J. Alt, M.D., shall be 
and hereby is reprimanded. 

FURTHERMORE, IT IS ORDERED that the respondent, William J. Alt, M.D., shall 
submit or cause to be submitted proof from the Michigan Board of Medicine that he is 
in compliance with all conditions imposed upon him in its decision of June 19, 1991, 
such proof to be received by the board within thirty days following the date of its Final 
Decision and Order herein. 

FURTHERMORE, IT IS ORDERED that pursuant to sec. 440.22, Stats., the costs of this 
proceeding shall be assessed against the respondent, William J. Alt, M.D. 

OPINION 

The circumstances leading to a finding of unprofessional conduct in this case are 
undisputed. Dr. Alt was disciplined by the Michigan Board of Medicine in June of 
1991. Such discipline constitutes grounds for taking action against the medical license 
he holds in this state under sec. Med 10.02(2)(q), which defines unprofessional conduct 
to include: 
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“Hav ing  a  l icense,  cert i f icate, permi t ,  o r  regis t rat ion g r a n te d  by  a n o the r  state to  
pract ice med i c i ne  a n d  surgery  o r  treat th e  sick lim ite d , restr icted, s u s p e n d e d , o r  
revoked,  o r  hav ing  b e e n  sub jec t  to  o the r  d isc ip l inary  ac t ion  by  th e  l i cens ing  
a u thor i ty  th e r e o f.” 

T h e  issue  in  th is  p r o c e e d i n g  is th e  approp r ia te  d isc ip l ine,  if a n y , to  b e  i m p o s e d  by  th e  
W iscons in  Med ica l  E x a m i n i n  g  B o a r d  fo r  hav ing  v io la ted th e  ru les  o f p ro fess iona l  
c o n d u c t in  M ich igan.  In  th is  regard ,  it m u s t b e  recogn ized  th a t th e  in ter re la ted 
pu rposes  fo r  app ly ing  d isc ip l inary  m e a s u r e s  are:  1 )  to  p r o m o te  th e  rehabi l i ta t ion o f th e  
l icensee,  2 )  to  protect  th e  publ ic ,  a n d  3 )  to  d e te r  o the r  l i censees  f rom e n g a g i n g  in  
s imi lar  m isconduct .  stpl te v. A ldr i&,  7 1  W is. 2 d  2 0 6 , 2 0 9  (1976) .  P u n i s h m e n t o f th e  
l i censee  is n o t a n  approp r ia te  cons idera t ion .  S ta te  v. Mac -  4 1  W is. 2 d  4 8 1 , 4 8 5  
(1969) .  

T h e  M ich igan  p roceed ings  s t e m m e d  f rom a n  A d m inistrat ive C o m p l a i n t a l l eg ing  six 
ins tances in  wh ich  it w a s  c la imed  th a t r e s p o n d e n t h a d  b e e n  n e g l i g e n t o r  h a d  fa i l ed  to  
exerc ise  d u e  ca re  in  th e  pract ice o f med ic ine .  (Exhib i t  1).  A lth o u g h  r e s p o n d e n t d id  n o t 
a d m i t hav ing  e n g a g e d  in  th e  c o n d u c t c h a r g e d , h e  a g r e e d  n o t to  c o n test  th e  a l lega t ions  
in  o rde r  to  reso lve  th e  M ich igan  p roceed ings  th r o u g h  st ipulat ion.  

T h e  d isc ip l ine  i m p o s e d  by  th e  M ich igan  b o a r d  requ i red  th a t r e s p o n d e n t o b ta in  1 5 0  
hou rs  o f c o n tin u i n g  med ica l  e d u c a tio n  ove r  th e  cou rse  o f th r e e  years- in  a d d i tio n  to  
th a t requ i red  fo r  l i cense r e n e w a l - a n d  th a t h e  p a y  a  fin e  in  th e  a m o u n t o f $l,O O O .O O . 

A t th e  hea r i ng  in  th is  p r o c e e d i n g , c o m p l a i n a n t’s a tto rney  r e c o m m e n d e d  th a t th e  
W iscons in  Med ica l  E x a m i n i n g  B o a r d  revoke  o r  i n d e fin i te ly s u s p e n d  r e s p o n d e n t’s r ight  
to  pract ice med i c i ne  a n d  surgery  in  th is  state. T w o  p r imary  reasons  w e r e  a d v a n c e d  to  
s u p p o r t th is  r e c o m m e n d a tio n . First, th e  compla in t  b e fo re  th e  M ich igan  b o a r d  set  for th  
six s e p a r a te  c o u n ts o f ex t remely  ser ious  m isconduct .  A s  s tated by  c o m p l a i n a n t’s 
counse l ,  th e  M ich igan  charges :  

,, . . s u g g e s t g ross  m i s m a n a g e m e n t o f p a tie n t care,  th a t R e s p o n d e n t’s neg lec t  o f h is  
p a tie n ts h a s  resu l ted  in  unnecessa ry  d e a ths,  a n d  th a t i n d e e d  c lear  i n c o m p e te n c e  is 
d e m o n s trated if w e  a c c e p t th e  a l lega t ions  o f th e  (M ich igan)  compla in t  as  true. . 
For  th is  r e a s o n , I be l i eve  th a t th e  pro tect ion o f th e  W iscons in  pub l i c  requ i res  th a t a  
phys ic ian  w h o  h a s  r e p e a ted ly  d e m o n s trated. i n c o m p e te ~ ~ c e  in  th e  ca re  o f h is  
p a tie n ts, s ix o f th e m  in  th is  case,  c a n  on ly  b e  pro tec ted by  th e  loss o f h is  p r iv i lege 
to  pract ice ” (Transcr ipt ,  p p . 42 -43 )  
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As-pointed out by complainant’s attorney, a review of the complaint before the 
Michigan board does set forth very serious allegations concerning the care of patients 
occurring between 1981 and 1984, during which time respondent was practicing in a 
hospital setting. One can only speculate as to why the Michigan discipline imposed in 
1991 was arguably as lenient as it appears upon its face, if in fact, the allegations were 
actually true. One answer can stem from the recognition that allegations are simply 
that--allegations-and that proving them is quite often an entirely different proposition 
altogether; especially in the Michigan case, given the lapse in time between the alleged 
conduct and the fig of the complaint. It can also be argued (and is by respondent’s 
counsel) that the nature of the patient care involved could not actually have been as 
egregious as characterized in the allegations, given the resultant “mild” discipline 
imposed. 

However, the positions taken by both counsel regarding the discipline to be imposed in 
this case are essentially based upon speculation as to respondent’s actual conduct. 
When all is said and done from the standpoint of the determination to be made in 
Wisconsin, the Medical Examining Board is left with only one sure fact--the actual 
discipline imposed by Michigan. 

The second major argument offered at the hearing for a revocation was that respondent 
would be incarcerated for a substantial period of time (10 years) due to a recent 
conviction for federal tax evasion, which should be presumed will result in a loss of 
technical skills during the time respondent is unable to practice medicine. A 
revocation, it was contended, will assure the board of being able to require that 
respondent demonstrate his competency prior to his re-entry into the profession, 
should he make such an application in the future. [See, sec. 448.02(6), Stats., permitting 
the board to reinstate a revoked license upon “such terms and conditions as it may 
deem appropriate.“]. 

However, subsequent to the hearing, the respondent submitted documentation 
indicating that respondent’s conviction has been reversed and remanded for new trial 
by the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit in United States v. Alt. et al., 
NOS. 91-1720/1820, 92-2039 (6th Cir., decided and filed June 18, 1993). This decision 
would lead one to conclude that respondent may not be incarcerated for the time 
period logically presumed by complainant at the hearing. Accordingly, it can no longer 
be presumed for the purposes of professional discipline that respondent will be unable 
to practice medicine due to incarceration for the next ten years rn fact, no evidence or 
citation has been submitted to establish that a physician is required to actually practice 
medicine and surgery in order to retain (or renew) a license in this state. 

Candidly stated, resort to the Michigan board’s decision for disciplinary guidance is 
perhaps the best and only practical approach to ascertaining an appropriate 
determination in this case, short of requiring a hearing upon the actual facts alleged in 
the Michigan complaint. 
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Accordingly, in my opinion, great weight should be given to the actual discipline 
imposed by the state of Michigan. The general basis for such an approach has at least 
two foundations. The first stems from notions of comity between states, which gives 
substantial weight to the discipline imposed by the sister-state board due to its 
proximity to the underlying facts leading to the initial disciplinary result. The second 
is more practical, in that the ability of the subsequent state to prove the underlying 
conduct is largely non-existent because its subpoena powers do not extend across the 
border. 

Such an approach is furthermore consistent with that taken in attorney discipiinary 
proceedings by the Wisconsin Supreme Court; that being to impose discipline identical 
to that of a sister state unless the misconduct justifies substantially different discipline 
in this state. SCR 2225 (1992). 

The discipline imposed in Michigan consisted of requiring respondent to obtain 150 
hours of continuing medical education in addition to that otherwise required and to 
pay a fine in the amount of $l,ooO.OO. Respondent’s license was not revoked, 
suspended nor subjected to any medical practice limitations in Michigan. Accordingly, 
such severe discipline does not appear appropriate here. Furthermore, it would not 
appear necessary to impose additional medical education requirements upon 
respondent, since the 150 hour total was seen as sufficient in light of the misconduct 
which formed the basis of the Michigan action, which in turn spawned this 
proceeding. Requiring additional education would thus appear unnecessarily 
cumulative. Of course, there should be verification that respondent has complied with 
the educational conditions imposed in Michigan, and such a order is recommended. 

In my opinion, a substantially identical discipline to that imposed by the Michigan 
board is a reprimand. This can be seen as similar to the probation order in Michigan 
since it constitutes formal disciplinary action without an actual suspension of the right 
to practice. Furthermore, respondent should be required establish that he has, in fact, 
successfully met that state’s probationary requirements, as well as to pay the costs of 
this proceeding. 

3 Dated: January I 1994. 

Respectfully submitted, 

L?\k,. 
Donald R. Rittel 
Administrative Law Judge 

bdls23642 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL INFORMATION 

-Notice Of Rights For Rehearing Or Judicial Review, The Times Allowed For 
Each, And The Identification Of The Party To Be Named As Respondent. 

Serve Petition for Rehearing or Judicial Review on: 

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 

1400 East Washington Avenue 
P.O. Box 8935 

Madison. WI 53708. 

The Date of Mailing this Decision is: 

FEBRUARY 24; 1994. 

1. RR-G 

hy person aggrieved by this order may file a w&ten petition for reheating withio 
20 days sfter service of dtis order, as provided in see. 227.49 of the Wisconsin Slafures, a 
COPY of which is rep&ted on side two of this sheet. The 20 day period collpncnas the 
dayOfpersonalsvviaormailingofthisdecisioh~edateofmaitingthisdecisi~is 
shown above.) 

A petition for reheadng should name as rc~ndent aad be 6led with the patty 
irkndfied in the box above. 

A petition for rehearing is not a prerequisite for appeal or review. 

2. JLJDlClAL REVIEW. 

Any petSon aggrieved by this decision may petition for judicial review as Specifitd 
in SW. 227.53, Wisconsin Sfufutes a copy of which is printed on side two of this sheet. 
BY law. a petition for review muSt be filed in c&oh court and should name as the 
respondem the parIy listed in the box above. A copy of dte petition for judicial review 
shod b~ saved upon the pany listed in the box above. 

A petition most be 6ied within 30 days after service of this decision if there is no 
petition for rehearing, or within 30 days after stice of the order finally disposing of a 
petition for nhearing. or wid& 30 days after tie final d&&don by operation of law of 
any petition for rehearing. 

I’& 3a-day period for serving and ftig a petition commences on the day after 
personal service. or mailing of the decision by the agency, or the day after the final 
disposi~on by opation of the law of any petition for rehearing. (The date of mailing this 
decision is shown above.) 



SECTIONS 227.49 AND 227.53, OF THE WISCONSIN STATUTES 

22,~s ~.,Nlonr ,a, r.hpsrfng In +onbs,ed casss. (1) A peWon IO, rehearlq sbaM not be B 
prereq\~itito br appnal a,. revbw Any penon aegrlemd by a Rnd order may. wWn 20 days rdlw 
*eNICe 0, El” older. ,I!4 a wrme” pembn lo, rehealklg whkh SM sp-adly h dewI uw grounds bl the 
r~lb, sought ard supp@ng auUmkles. An agency may order o ,ehe@ on Its own mctbn will& 20 
days .hr SW&~ d a final order. Thh subs&on does not apply 0 s. 17.026 (3) (3. No agwtcy Ir 
rquked lo eondud more than one rehearing based on a peffflon for rehearing flied under Ulh 
rubsncuo,, In any co”lesmd case. 

(2) me fflkg Of a pefitb” lo, rehexkq SW not suspand 0, delay me en&e date of lb9 
order. and thn order shall take effed on lhe date fkad by Ibe ,qwtcy and shafl conI!aW h sffad Unless 
em palublr Is granted or Uleil h older Is Blporssded. lmdlfbd. a,%@ askI. as provldad by law. 

(3) Rehearing will be ganmd only on the bads al: 
(a) Some malerlal error 01 law 
(b) Some material eno, of lad. 
(c) Tile dkcwery d new evkbnsa sulfkfently sboong lo rewrse 0, modify Ux! order. and 

whkh could not have beenpmvbusiydlscwe,adbyd.,edlllg9,~~. 
(4, Cap,m al pe,,Uons lo, rehearing shall be sexed on all padfer of ,eco,d Partlea may ffle 

rnpuos IO tlw peuu0”. 

227.53 PWfes and procndhgr fw rwl~w. (1) Exespf 66 olfwwlsa apecflkafly provfded by faw. 
arty person aggrbved by a deckian speclllsd Ins. 227,52 shall be enfkled lo ludlclal revbw tfweof as 
provkbd 11, this chapter 

(a) 1. Procnadingn for review shaU be lnstitti by smvlng P pelkbn therelw pwsoonalfy 0, 
by csrtifkxl mall upon tfw agency o, one of Its offklals. and flRng m0 peWon h tht~ office of U-m clellc of 
Ua ckcuU COWI for rha county where the ltibld twbw proce4dlnes mlobehekl Iltbeagnncy 
whosn dwlsbn Is sought to be ,evlewed Is Iha fan sppeab cc,mWbn, fhe banfdq revbw board. m0 
~ort~wmr cmdfl revbw board. the cmdil unkn rwlwv bosrd. lhe ravings and ban rsvbw board M Un 
savings bank review board. the fMUon sbafl be served qmn bati Uw agency whose deckbn Is 
sought lo be rsvbwed and Lb carresponj!,,~ ,aawd rsspord~ as spedfled under par. (b) 1 to 5. 

2. Unbss a reflewng Lo rquesmd uldsr *.227.4% pawons Ior 1WbW under ulh pmJaph 
shall be sewed and fifed witNn 30 days affe, Uw smvlce of Uw dec,don cl the agency q,o,, afl padlss 
under 5. 227.48, II a refwrlng Is requesfad tir s. 227.49, a,,y pw,y deslrkq ,“dfckl rovbw sM 
Serve and Hb a petibn lo, review MM,, 30 days alter sewko of tf,a order ffnally dk+wsl,q of U-a 
appllcalbn lo, ,ehew!,?g, o, wiflti 30 days afta, the ffna, dlspod,b” by operation of law of any wcf, 
applkanon lo, rgheulng. me 3Oday p&od IO, se,vl,,g and nfhg 6 pEwon under Ulb pa,- 
~wnnwn~e~ a” the day alter personal service or mahg of the dsdsbn by Uw agency. 

3. If the peUtloner is a reddent. the proceedfngs shall be held In fhe clrcul court lo, U,e 
counly wlvale me pati(ioner rerlde~. oxcap! Ihat II me pew-x%, Is an agency, me poceedhgs *MI be 
h the d,cuH coud Ior the county wfwe fhe reqwdenf resfder and except as povfded in ss. 77.69 (6) 
lb). 16270 (6) and 16271 (5) (0). The pmwdhgs shall be h the drcuit KM lo, Dana county 6 me 
peWowr Is B mnreslder* II all padlea sU&nUti and UIE cow to wHch the padfon de&e to kanafe, 
m0 BOONS agrees. the ,arocdhg~ may bo held h lhe county desQnakl by Um padies. II 2 o, 
more ~Uonr lo, revfew ol ffm lyvne daclsbn am fikd In dilferenf countbs. tfw ctcu6 iurfle lo, tba 
Roomy h whlcb a peUUon for rev&v of the dsdslon was Arsl Illed slwl determhe tie vonua lo, ~udlclal 
rovlew of Uw decklon. and shall wder bansfe, w consofldatbn where approprlab. 

0 The pewon shall stam the IlaNle Of the peuuone<o lntemsf. the fads showing (ha, 
p~tiUatloner IS a parson aggdmd by tha decision. and ths g,aunds apeutled In s, 227.57 upon wbkh 
pNRbrwr conterds that the dsdsbn should be ,eve,sed o, madifled. The peUtlon may be amended. 
by baw d cowI, though tfw fhw brselvlng Uw sama fus “~lmd. The peUUw sbaU be enwad In Ute 
MmoduleporsonseNlrgIIsspo~ons,srd~en~dhs~D~~decrsbnls~Lobs 
rwbwad as mpmdmt emapt khat h pellUor~~ lo, review 01 dedslons of tfw foIlowIng agendes. U,e 
hew agency +dfmd shall be the named mapondenl: 

1. The tax acpeab cammi9kn. Um depaalla,4 of ,ovo,nm. 
2. The banklng revfw board o, the conwme, credil revb~ board. “w commlsslone, of 

banking. 

4 The savlng9 awl loan revbw board, ho camm!ssbno, of sevlngs and loan. except U fbo 
potlflcw, Is the cmNnlssloner d savfngr and loan, the prevalllng parties belore fflhe savkqs and loa, 
review board dull be me llam9d ,esponderlp. 

6, The swhgs bark revbw bard, Iho commhsbner of savhgr md loan. exmpi I tlm 
pWlbmr is lhe commbsbmr of savhgr and ban. the pr&alllng padles balore Uw savings bank 
,evlewboa~I shal be If16 named mspondenfs. 

(c) A copy of fho p&l&m shaU be sewed pemonaffy o, by cetUfied mafl or. whan swvke Is 
Ummoly admitled In wdIfq. by Umt class mall. not faIer than 30 days after Uw lnslftutfon of tie 
pmcwdkq. m oaoh party who waved before the agency In the procoadlng In which the dedsbn 
soughI to be revbwad was made or Upo” Iho part+ attomoy of record. A ccurl may not dkmlso m0 
pmceodhg lo, mvbw solely beause of a fallue lo saw a copy 01 316 petWon qwn a pady o, fbn 
pallys afmmey d reood ul-kr um polltbner fafls to sowe a person ustsd as a pa* lo, p”rpasas 01 
review fn ffw age”+ decls!an under S. 277.47 o, the pemonb aUo,ney 01 rem,d. 

(dJ ma *gelIcy (excap4 In tlw casa 01 fbo tax appoafs commission and UlE balking ,evbw 
bard. lhn consume, credit revbw board. the cmdR u&n revbw board. Uw ravings and ban review 
board and the savings barA revbw bwd) and all padles to lhe proseedfq before It. shafl have tl~ 
rlghl lo padkfpate In Uw poceedhgs lo, revbw. The coul may permit o&a, lntemsled persons to 
hterwno. Any pww” paenonklg ma cotJl to hlolvalle dldf belw * copy ot me polkJon on each pay 
Who cypeared befors tlw agency 9”d “y additIonal padfes to U,e judlclal ,e~le~ al least 5 days prlo, 
to me dam 581 lo, healhg on tb8 pautbn. 

(2) Ewy perjon swvod wffh lhe @Uon lo, revbw 9s fwlded h lhls secllon au-d who 
dasher to partlcpato h the pmadfngs for revbw mOreby hsUMed ahaff saw upan thn p&Jww. 
wiWn 20 days afler ~wvim d Um poWon qmn such person. a nolke al appearance cleady sml!q lhe 
person’s posItIon wllh relwen~o b each mat&al affegatbn In lhe pefltbn and to tha affkmance. 
vaoaUon or modiilcatkv~ of lfw order 0, declsbn under ,evIw. Such M!-za. offw than by the wnmd 
rospo”de”L shall also be served on Iho mod respor,dml and Uw altomy gened. and rhatl be f!M. 
Dgothw wim prod ol required se,vW theroot. wfU, tha cberk 01 tfw revlewkq co”,, wiU,fn 10 days after 
such aevke. Servke ot all ataqwnl papers 0, notkes In such pocaeding wed be made only upon 
mS peUlbner and w-ah oUw pwsons a~ have se,vecI and f&d the noffcs as pmvidg( in tih 
‘d,md,a” or have been pe”nRb,d b htsrw,~ In said ~oo~dng. as partho tirelo, by order of ,he 
revbwhg ~o”rt 
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STATE OF WISCONSIN 
BEFORE THE MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 

IN THE MATTER OF DISCIPLINARY 
PROCEEDINGS AGAINST AFFIDAVIT OF COSTS OF 

OFFICE OF BOARD LEGAL SERVICES 
WILLIAM J. ALT, M.D., (Case No. LS9210221MED) 

RESPONDENT. 
-___________--__----____________________------------------------------------ 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF DANE ) 

Donald R. Rittel, being first duly sworn on oath, deposes and states as 
follows: 

1. Your affiant is an attornev licensed to practice law in the state of 
Wisconsin, and is employed by the Wisconsin Depaktment of 
Licensing, Office of Board Legal Services. 

2. In the coursa of his employment, your affiant was 
administrative law judge in the above-captioned matter. 

Regulation and 

assigned as the 

3. Set out below are the actual costs of this proceeding for the Office 
of Board Legal Services in this matter: 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE EXPENSE 
Donald R. Rittel 

DATE ACTIVITY TIME SPENT 

11/20/92 Conducting and preparing memo on Prehearing Conf. .75 hours 
lf 26193 Conference with attorneys .25 hours 
l/27/93 Preparing Notice of Adjournment & Rescheduled Hearing .25 hours 
Z/11/93 Conference with attorneys .50 hours 
3/10/93 Conducting Hearing 2.00 hours 

Reviewinn record: oreoarine Proposed Decision 9.00 hour5 

TOTAL TIME SPENT 12.75 hours 

Total administrative law judge expense for Donald R. Rittel 
(12.75 hours @  $35.00, salary and benefits): $ 446.25 

ACTIVITY 

REPORTER EXPENSE 
Magne-Script 

Attending and transcribing 3/10/93 Hearing $ 276.30 

TOTAL ASSESSABLE COSTS FOR OFFICE OF BOARD LEGAL SERVICES $ 722.53 



Affidavit of Costs 
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Donald R. Rittel 
Administrative Law Judge 

Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 
My Commission 

bdls2-3734 



0 ” 

STATE OF W ISCONSIN 
BEFORE THE MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
_----___--____--________________________~~~~----~-~-~~~~--~-~~~---------------- 
IN THE MATTER OF THE DISCIPLINARY 
PROCEEDINGS AGAINST 

AFFIDAVIT OF COSTS 
W ILLIAM J. ALT, M .D., 91 MED 487, LS-9210221-MED 

RESPONDENT. 
_____-__________________________________------------------------------------ 

STATE OF W ISCONSIN ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF DANE ) 

I, Arthur Thexton, being duly? & 
i/k% DA v- 
, depose and state as follows: 

1. That I am an attorney l icensed in the state of W isconsin and am 
employed by the W isconsin Department of Regulation and Licensing, Division of 
Enforcement: 

2. That in the course of those duties I was assigned as a  prosecutor 
in the above-capt ioned matter; and 

3. That set out below are the costs of the proceeding accrued to the 
Division of Enforcement in this matter, based upon Division of Enforcement 
records compiled in the regular course of agency business in the 
above-capt ioned matter. 

1219191 
l/10/92 

l/31/92 

213192 
312192 
7113192 
9128192 
9130192 
1017192 

10/21/92 

11/18/92 
11120192 
12117192 
1114193 
l/15/93 
1119193 

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY EXPENSE 

ActivitY Time Scent 

Screen case 0.3 
Confer with Inv. Naef, draft letter and stipulation 
to respondent. 1.0 
Receive and review faxed letter from 
Atty Rogalski 0.4 
Telephone conference with Atty Rogalski 0.3 
Telephone conference with Atty Rogalski 0.3 
PIC memo and file review 0.3 
Prepare complaint and hearing notice draft 1.0 
Finalize complaint and notice of hearing 0.5 
Receive supervisory approval of complaint, submit 
to Medical Examining Board 0.3 
Receive MEB approval of complaint, submit fov 
service II , 
Receive and review Answer, mark pleadings 0. :> 
Pretrial conference by telephone 0.5 
Receive certified copies of M ichigan Board action 0.3 
Telephone conference with Atty Rogalski 0.4 
Receive and review fax from Atty Rogalski 0.3 
Letter and stipulation to Atty Rogalski 1.0 
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l/21/93 

l/26/93 

l/29/93 
2/11/93 

315193 
3/a/93 

319193 

3/10/93 
4122193 

5118193 
b/12/93 
b/22/93 
l/4/94 

319193 

Telephone conference with Board Advisor, revise 
stipulation proposal and fax 0.5 
Telephone conference with Atty Rogalski, Pretrial 
conference by telephone 0.5 
Receive and review letter from Atty Rogalski 0.3 
Telephone conference with Atty Rogalski, Pretrial 
conference by telephone, revise stipulation and 
send to Atty Rogalski 0.8 
Leave message for Atty Rogalski 0.1 
Telephone conferences with Attys Rogalski and Frimet, 
Pretrial conference by telephone 0.6 
Telephone conference with Atty Rogalski, leave 
message with ALJ Rittel 0.5 
Prepare for and conduct contested hearing 8.0 
Receive and review letter from ALJ Rittel re: 
receipt of transcript, due date for additional 
submissions 0.3 
Receive letter from ALJ Rittel re: extension 0.3 
Receive and review submissions from respondent 0.8 
Receive and review Federal appeals case decision 0.5 
Receive and review ALJ proposed decision, prepare 
Objections and file 2.0 
Prepare affidavit of costs 2.0 

TOTAL HOURS 

Total attorney expense for 
25.4 hours at $30.00 per hour 

25.4 hours 

(based upon average salary and benefits 
for Division of Enforcement attorneys) equals: $ 762.00 

INVESTIGATOR EXPENSE FOR RONALD A. NAEF 

Date 
l/8/92 

l/9/92 

7113192 

Activity Time Soent 
Receive and review file, locate respondent, telephone 
conferences with Michigan Medical Board staff and Hackley 
Hospital staff, letter to Clerk of Court 2.5 
Receive fax from Clerk of Court, letter to Board 
Advisor 1.5 
PIC memo 1.0 

TOTAL HOURS 

Total investigator expense for 
5.0 hours at $18.00 per hour 
(based upon average salary and benefits 
for Division of Enforcement investigators) equals: 

5.0 hours 

s 40 IJO 
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MISCELLANEOUS DISBURSEMENTS 

Certified copies from Clerk of Court 

TOTAL ASSESSABLE cos!rs 

$18.50 

$ 870.50 

Subscribed and tiefore me this 2 day of March, 1994. 

Notary Public 
My Commission 

akt 
5623 


